Some companies engage in mass fundraising-where thousands of recipients are asked to make small donations-in addition to their core business. Via a corporate social responsibility (CSR) channel this may increase sales. However, recent research uncovered significant "ask avoidance" which, if present, could imply that fundraising activities may harm a company's core business. Here we examine how asking for donations affects ticket sales of a publically owned leading opera company. In two large-scale randomized controlled trials with a total of over 50,000 opera visitors, who are asked to donate for a social youth project, we find that donations can crowd out ticket expenditure during a campaign. But for the longer run we observe a precisely estimated null effect.
Introduction
Many companies engage in charitable activities: some companies ask workers to contribute to projects or offer payroll giving (Hutchison-Quillian, Reiley, and Samek 2018) , others donate small amounts for each item they sell or unit of service they provide (Singh, Teng, and Netessine 2019; Elfenbein, Fisman, and McManus 2012) , or collect donations from their customers. In this study we focus on the latter type of engagement for which there are many prominent examples including British Airways or American Airlines who ask for spare change during flights. 1 But there are also many retailers, cafes or small services that place donation boxes at their check-outs (Khadjavi 2017; Adena and Huck 2019b) .
Why do companies engage in such activities outside of their core business? The popular opinion is that demonstrating corporate social responsibility (CSR) is demanded by a subset of shareholders (Morgan and Tumlinson 2019) and can also positively affect sales and profits (Pigors and Rockenbach 2016) by enhancing demand for the company's products. However, directly asking customers to contribute to a charitable campaign could also bear risks as a new strain of literature on "ask avoidance" suggests. Ask avoidance describes the phenomenon that individuals targeted in a fundraising drive exert effort in order to avoid being actually asked. For example, in DellaVigna, List, and Malmendier (2012) forewarned households do simply not open the door for fundraisers;
in Andreoni, Rao, and Trachtman (2017) customers take detours to avoid the entrance of a supermarket where a fundraiser does his work; and in Adena and Huck (2019b) customers switch away from online purchasing after experiencing an online fundraising call.
Ultimately, if ask avoidance is strong, customers may simply decide to substitute away from a company that hassles them in which case fundraising designed to be profit enhancing or at the very least well-meaning could actually harm core business. In the present paper we explore this threat through two large-scale field experiments with a publicly owned company. Specifically, we examine the effects of a leading German opera house's mass mailings to raise funds for a social youth project on their ticket sales. There are two aspects of this setting which are important for our purpose. First, the charitable activity, here the youth project, is not part of the company's core business. Second, there are only two ways to escape mass mailings: one can write to the sender to 3 unsubscribe from the relevant mailing list or one can turn away from the organization. The consequence of these twin facts is that fundraising, while non-essential for core business, may pose a serious threat: it could turn customers away from the product.
We conduct two large-scale field experiments in subsequent years. In the first experiment customers are randomly sent a fundraising letter or not. We find that neither a standard letter nor a letter that suggests repeated fundraising has any effect on ticket purchasing behavior of customers.
This holds for different time frames that we can examine after the fundraising drive; it holds for all relevant outcomes such as the number of purchased tickets or the total amount spent; and it holds for all groups of customers. We replicate this result in the second year.
Given the presence of two channels through which fundraising may affect sales, the positive CSR channel and the negative ask avoidance channel, we have to address the possibility that they simply cancel each other out. We do this in three different ways. First, in our year-1 experiment, we vary the intensity of the treatment by suggesting repetition of the fundraising call in one treatment.
Second, for year 2 we vary the total number of letters received and we compare ticket buying behavior of individuals who received zero, one, and two letters. Of course, both these variations may enhance both, CSR and ask avoidance, but it would be surprising if for the two effects would precisely cancel out for all combinations. Finally, our third line of enquiry tackles the problem more directly. In year 2 we simply add one treatment where customers receive a purely informational letter describing the opera houses youth project-without asking for donations. This shuts down the ask avoidance channel and allows, hence, separate identification. Somewhat surprisingly, we find precisely estimated zero effects for both, CSR and ask avoidance.
For year 1 we can only examine responses to the campaign after the campaign and we do so for different time windows to which we shall refer as the medium and the long term. Our results hold for both. In contrast, in our year-2 experiment, we are also able to analyze customers' responses during the campaign, to which we will refer as the short term and, in the short term, we do observe a reduction in ticket spending for a treatment where we announce further repetition of the fundraising activities, that is, there is some substitution between tickets and donations. Given that the total spend (tickets plus donations) remains equal between treatment groups, we interpret this result as an effect of budgeting where customers consider tickets and donations to the opera as belonging to one budget (Heath and Soll 1996) .
Literature

Ask avoidance
The recent literature on ask avoidance has established that individuals are willing to incur costs in order to avoid a fundraiser. For example, they choose longer walking distances (Andreoni, Rao, and Trachtman 2017) , they choose not to be at home when they know that a fundraiser will arrive (DellaVigna, List, and Malmendier 2012) , or they unsubscribe from a mailing list (Damgaard and Gravert 2018) . Furthermore, Adena and Huck (2019b) show that more intense online fundraising has adverse effects on future online sales; customers shift to more cumbersome ways of buying tickets. In contrast to these findings, Huck and Rasul (2010) show, in the context of a letter-based fundraising drive, that announcing a donation request on the envelope has no effects on donation values and frequency. Similarly, Adena and Huck (2019a) observe very low rates of unsubscription, even if this option is explicitly pointed out. Longer-term effects and effects regarding financial dimensions have been so far neglected by the literature and the current study is designed to close this gap.
Corporate social responsibility.
Companies may choose to behave in a socially responsible way by reducing negative externalities of production, providing public goods, paying higher wages etc. in response to their stakeholders' preferences. For example, Sen, Bhattacharya, and Korschun (2006) show that stakeholder attitudes are positively affected by CSR. In Tonin and Vlassopoulos (2014) workers are motivated to work harder if their productivity is tied to a donation received by a charity. Regarding the attitudes of customers and CSR effects on profits, Pigors and Rockenbach (2016) find, in a laboratory experiment, that suppliers offering socially responsible products achieve significantly higher profits than their competitors. The overall picture appears to be quite nuanced though. Hainmueller, Hiscox, and Sequeira (2015) find that the effects of CSR differ depending on the segment of the customers and product attributes, and Newman, Gorlin, and Dhar (2014) suggest that overemphasizing CSR can backfire as consumers might perceive the products being of lower quality.
More closely related to the collection of donations from customers, Singh, Teng, and Netessine (2019) study the effects of promotions that either offer donations or discounts by a taxi-booking platform on subsequent taxi rides. Beyond an immediate positive effect on the number of taxi rides 5 (that is much higher for discount codes than for charity promotions) the authors find no effect for a period of 30 days following the campaign. Since the customers are not asked to donate their money (the donation is made by the platform per ride conditional on applying the charity promotional code) the authors do not test the ask avoidance hypothesis but concentrate on corporate social responsibility (CSR). In another, closely related paper, Khadjavi (2017) studies the effect of a donation ask for a charity helping children in need on tipping behavior in a hair salon. He finds evidence for complementarity between donations and tips: tips are higher when customers are also asked for a donation.
In which form the CSR actions take place and, more specifically, who does actually contribute-the company independently of the amount of goods and services sold, or employing some linear function of the sales, or the customers directly-can potentially dramatically mold the effectiveness of the CSR activity. This relates to the question of donor preferences (Ottoni-Wilhelm, Vesterlund, and Xie 2017) or the mechanism through which donors are motivated (Landry et al. 2010) . Here, we contribute to the less understood interaction between fundraising and sales where the latter is part of the core business while the former is not.
Design of the year-1 experiment
We conducted our experiment with the Semper Opera in Dresden, an institution that had previously not engaged in this type of fundraising activities nor in social projects of this scale. At the end of November 2015, the opera house mailed 35,705 letters to its customers asking them to support a social youth project that enhances cultural education and social integration run by the opera house (see Appendix B for details of the mail-out) while 11,905 individuals were randomly selected as a control group and did not receive any mailing.
There were three variations of the letter: a standard letter, a letter that suggested repetition of the fundraising drive, and a third version that also highlighted repetition but explicitly mentioned the possibility to unsubscribe from future fundraising. We examined these rather more subtle differences with respect to fundraising outcomes in Adena and Huck (2019a) documenting that anticipated repetition causes a substantial reduction in donation levels. Here our focus is on the rather more stark difference between receiving or not receiving any letter, with differences between letters potentially helping us to understand the mechanism.
6 Participants in the experiment were selected from the opera's database of individuals. We only included individual customers who had attended at least one opera performance in the opera season 2014/2015 and lived in Germany, Austria or Switzerland. 2 Participants were randomly assigned to one of four treatment groups, such that there were almost 12,000 subjects per treatment. 3 Given that a number of customer characteristics were available from the database, we made sure that the treatment groups were sufficiently balanced using methods of blocked randomization. In Appendix A, Table A1 , we present evidence that treatment groups do not differ significantly in terms of observables: the sum of money spent on opera tickets, the number of purchased tickets, the average price per ticket, the distance from the opera house, and dummy variables for season ticket holders, females, couples, academic degree, 4 PhD, professor title, living locally in Dresden, living in Germany, living in a big city, and being an online customer.
In the control treatment (O), there was no communication about the youth project between the opera and customers during the experiment. In treatment A, the participants received a solicitation letter that asked them in a standard way to donate money to the project. The second (B) and third treatment (C) consisted of a fundraising letter similar to that in treatment A but in addition suggested future repetition of the fundraising and the project. Specifically, the letters differed from treatment A at seven places in the text. In treatment B and C the following phrases were injected: permanently, over the long-term, year by year, in the year 2015 (twice), this year, première: first (see the letter and attached flyer in Appendix B). This was done to create a higher salience of the possible repetition of the fundraising and to increase the expectation that the present letter would be the first in an annual series, which we expected to result in a higher ask avoidance than in treatment A (if any). On top, treatment C included a footnote pointing out the option to unsubscribe from fundraising. We expected that, relative to treatment B, treatment C might lessen the ask avoidance (if any) as customers can unsubscribe from fundraising while still receiving program-relevant information and enjoying the opera.
7
All letters contained information that seed money of €15,000 had been provided by an anonymous donor. 5 Beyond that, one additional page described the project in more detail; this was equal in treatments A, B, and C (see again Appendix B for details).
If CSR increases demand for the core product, we expect a positive effect of the campaign on subsequent ticket sales, if ask avoidance is the dominant force we expect the reverse. Moreover, as treatments B and C with their announcements of future calls may enhance both CSR and ask avoidance in a different way and may, thus, change the outcomes.
Results of the year-1 experiment
In the following we will study ticket purchasing behavior in the medium term (months 2-8 following the campaign, that is, from 1 January 2016 until the end of the opera season 15/16; for graphical exposition relating to the timing of the experiment and the outcome variables see Figure   A2 in Appendix A) and in the long term (months 10-12 following the campaign including advanced sales for the new season, more specifically, all tickets bought for the season 16/17 until 28 November 2016; see again Figure A2 for the exact timing). Out of our final sample of 47,557 6 customers 18% bought tickets in the medium term and 13% bought tickets in the long term.
Main result: No effect of fundraising on ticket sales in the medium and long term
In Table 1 , we test whether receiving a fundraising letter has any effects on the subsequent ticket purchasing behavior in the medium term (Panel A) or the long term (Panel B). In Column I and II, we regress the number of tickets bought on the fundraising letter dummy. As the outcome variable is highly skewed we take the log of the variable plus one and can later interpret the results in terms of percentage changes. In Column III and IV, we regress ticket revenue on the fundraising letter dummy, again using a log transformed outcome variable. In the final two columns, the outcome variable is a dummy equal to one if the customer bought at least one ticket in the period under study. The methods used are OLS in Columns I-IV. In Column V and VI we use Logit and present 8 average marginal effects. The regressions in Columns II, IV, and VI contain, in addition, available controls.
All coefficients of interest are very small and not significant, suggesting that there is no effect of fundraising letters on ticket purchasing behavior. In addition, treatment variation has no explanatory power at all; the R squared is virtually equal to zero in regressions without controls. At the same time, individual characteristics and past ticket behavior are good predictors for subsequent buying behavior; the R squared in regressions with controls is relatively large. 7
Altogether, it appears that the opera house's fundraising has no effect on ticket demand in the middle and long term. However, there is the possibility, of course, that both CSR and ask avoidance are present and simply cancel each other out which we will examine next. 0.000 0.633 0.000 0.635 0.000 0.618 Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; m.e.: average marginal effects after Logit; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1; average ticket price in t-1, distance in km; dummies for: female, couple, titled, professor, Dresden, big city, Germany, internet customer; and subscription holder in t-1; medium-term: 2-8 months after fundraising; long-term: 10-12 months after fundraising including earlier advance sales, see Figure A2 in Appendix A for details of the timing. 9
Treatment intensity
Our different letter types can potentially influence both, the strength of ask avoidance and the strength of a CSR effect. Arguably, repetition should increase ask avoidance but also signals stronger commitment to CSR. Our analysis above may suggest that, on average, for all letter types, both effects cancel out. That they would so for all different letter types would be surprising. Table   2 is analogous to Table 1 with the exception that the letter dummy is now substituted by separate letter types: A, B, and C. Again, all coefficients are small and not significant, and we do not see any differences between letter types suggesting that all three manipulation lead to the cancelling out of both effects or, more plausibly, that the opera company's fundraising drive induces neither ask avoidance nor a CSR effect. 0.000 0.633 0.000 0.635 0.000 0.618 Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; m.e.: average marginal effects after Logit; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1; average ticket price in t-1, distance in km; dummies for: female, couple, titled, professor, Dresden, big city, Germany, internet customer; and subscription holder in t-1; medium-term: 2-8 months after fundraising; long-term: 10-12 months after fundraising including earlier advance sales, see Figure A2 in Appendix A for details of the timing; Treatment A: standard letter; Treatment B: letter suggesting repetition of fundraising; Treatment C: letter suggesting repetition of fundraising + opt out option.
Heterogeneity
Next, we test for potential heterogeneity by length of relationship with the opera house, amounts spent on tickets in the previous season, and by looking at subscription holders separately. Figure 1 shows that the longer the relationship with the opera house (as proxied by the lower customer number quartile), the higher is the number of tickets bought, amount spent and return rate both in the medium and long term. But importantly, there is no difference in behavior of those who received fundraising letters and those who did not. Figure 2 shows a similar picture with higher quantiles of ticket spending in the past season being more likely to visit the opera again, spending more, and buying more tickets. Again, there is no statistical difference between recipients and non-recipients. Finally, Table C1 in Appendix C shows that subscription holders do not change their ticket buying behavior in reaction to the fundraising letter. Note that those are very loyal customers with return rates of 99% in the medium term and around 90% in long term (see Table C3 in Appendix C). 
Unsubscription
Finally, we look at the rate of active unsubscriptions as a reaction to treatments. Customers who wanted to unsubscribe had to write an e-mail, letter, or call the opera house if they did not wish to receive further fundraising letters. The total unsubscription rate was as low as 0.06-0.08% in treatments A and B. In treatment C, which highlighted the option to unsubscribe explicitly in a footnote, the rate was 0.37%. More specifically, in each treatment 4 customers demanded complete deletion from the database and 6, 3, and respectively 40 demanded unsubscription from fundraising mailing list. The difference in total unsubscription between treatment C and the remaining treatments is significant with p < 0.0001.
Design of the year-2 experiment: Replication, a second letter, and a new treatment
In the following year, we conducted a second field experiment in order to add additional twists to our design. First, we tested the replicability of our year-1 results for the medium term. Second, in order to test the possibility that ask avoidance and CSR are cancelling each other out more directly, we add a new treatment (I), a letter that simply informs customers about the opera's social project without requesting any donations. This allows us to check whether there is a pure CSR effect without the potential interference of ask avoidance. If both effects are present but happened to cancel out in year 1, we should now see a positive effect of treatment I. Third, we revisit the intensity question: a subsample of past recipients receives letters A and B for a second time, that is, they receive an intensified treatment. This provides another variation on the above theme of potentially increasing both, ask avoidance and a CSR effect. Fourth, we test heterogeneity again by distinguishing between top customers 8 and new customers. Finally, this time, we also have data on the immediate effect of our letters on ticket sales, that is, on the first month after the intervention.
Since the opera house preferred a smaller scale for the fundraising campaign with better targeting of potential donors, the specific selection of individuals into the second-year experiment was as follows: First, from the previous group that did not receive any letter in the first year, 4,000 individuals were selected. The selection was on customer's observable individual characteristics, such that customers with the highest amounts spent on tickets in the season 2014/15 were included (henceforth the top tier). The control group received again no letter. In treatment A participants received a standard letter for the first time in the second year. In treatment B the additional words (revival: second, permanently, over the long term, year by year, in the year 2016, this year, in the year 2016) again suggested the regular character of the project and fundraising activities. All letters additionally informed recipients about seed money of €10,000 9 and contained a project flyer that was the same in A and B treatment (see Appendix B for details of the letter and attached flyer).
There was no treatment C in the second year. Instead, the new treatment I informed the recipients about the opera's engagement in the social project without asking them for donations. The letter was supported by a project flyer similar to that in the A and B treatments but absent any information relating to donations such as bank account, etc. (see Appendix B for details).
Participants were randomly and equally distributed between treatments assuring balancing based 8 With the highest spending on tickets in the season 2014/15. 9 This amount was somewhat higher than the mailing costs. The anonymous lead gift was provided by us. 13 on predicted donation value (see Adena and Huck 2019 for more details). This resulted in good balancing according to previous ticket purchasing behavior and the length of the relationship between the customer and the opera house as proxied by the customer number, see Table A2 in the   Appendix. 10 Additionally, 4,000 new customers with the highest ticket purchases in the first half of 2016 were selected and received the treatments O, A, B, and I with equal probability. Table A3 in the Appendix shows that the groups were well balanced according to all available covariates.
In addition, 9,000 (25%) of first-year participants who did receive letters were again included in the new fundraising campaign provided they did not unsubscribe. They were again selected based on their observable individual characteristics such that customers with the highest amounts spent on tickets in the season 2014/15 were included (henceforth the top quarter). For these individuals, a selected subsample of the year-1 control group constitutes a balanced comparison group (again, the top quarter): 2,250 individuals receive a letter for a first time (including 750 individuals receiving a pure information letter) and 750 individuals never receive any project-related letter. The randomization is based on the same procedure as described above for the previous O group. Table   A4 in the Appendix shows the balancing that again performs well for ticket purchasing behavior and the length of the relationship between the customer and the opera house as proxied by the customer number.
Results of the year-2 experiment
Among the selected top tier previous customers 37% buy at least one ticket in the medium term (see Table A2 ) while only 8% of new customers do so. In the following, we pool these groups together but look at them separately in the heterogeneity section.
Replication
We replicate year-1 results by using a set comprising the top tier customers and new customers (4,000 each) for the medium term. Table 3 shows the results of regressions analogous to the previous tables with the exception that we now use a linear probability model in the last two 14 columns because of the lack of convergence when using Logit. The number of controls is reduced (see note to Table 3) as not all controls are available for the set of new customers. Again, the coefficients are small and not significant confirming our main year-1 result. Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; OLS in last two columns because of lack of convergence; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1 first and second half; average ticket price in t-1 first and second half, internet customer dummy, new customer dummy; Short-term: month directly following the mailing; medium-term: months 2-7 after the campaign; see Figure A2 in the Appendix for the exact timing.
The pure information treatment: Measuring CSR in isolation
The introduction of the new treatment I shuts down the ask avoidance channel and is expected to result in higher ticket sales if CSR is at work. The results of regressions analogous to Table 2 are presented in Table 4 . The coefficients on all treatment dummies are small and insignificant including treatment I. In other words, we find no evidence for a positive CSR effect in the medium term. Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; OLS in last two columns because of lack of convergence; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1 first and second half; average ticket price in t-1 first and second half, internet customer dummy, new customer dummy; Short-term: month directly following the mailing; medium-term: months 2-7 after the campaign; see Figure A2 in the Appendix for the exact timing; Treatment A: standard letter; Treatment B: letter suggesting repetition of fundraising; Treatment Info: info about the project, no donation request.
Treatment intensity revisited: zero, one versus two letters
Since a one-off fundraising campaign might not be sufficient to prompt a behavioral change, next, we study whether an actual treatment repetition has an effect (in contrast to a suggested repetition) via the ask avoidance channel. If ask avoidance is present, we expect two letters leading to lower ticket sales and lower rates of return. In Table 5 , we compare customers who received no letter, one letter or two letters. The structure of the tables is similar to Table 3. In the medium-term, we find no effects of one or two letters. So, yet again, we also find no evidence for meaningful ask avoidance in the medium term. 0.000 0.691 0.000 0.680 0.000 0.615 Notes: Sample: the top quarter of established customers; Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; m.e.: average marginal effects after Logit; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1; average ticket price in t-1, distance in km; dummies for: female, couple, titled, professor, Dresden, big city, Germany, internet customer; and subscription holder in t-1; Short-term: month directly following the mailing; medium-term: months 2-7 after the campaign; see Figure A2 in the Appendix for the exact timing.
Heterogeneity: top versus new customers
In Figure 3 we distinguish between previous and new customers. We see differences in their ticket purchasing behavior but no significant differences with respect to the fundraising letter. That means that the null result holds for both groups. 
Short term
In year 2, we also have data on immediate responses in the month directly following the fundraising campaign, that is, for December 2016. Most of the donations (94%) arrived between December 2 and December 30 and only few after New Year. Table 6 shows the results of regressions similar to Table 1 with additional results in Columns V and VI for a new outcome, the amount spent of tickets and donations (plus one and logged). Here we observe a negative significant coefficients for ticket outcomes and insignificant and small coefficients for the joint ticket and donation outcome. In other words, it appears as if donors cut their ticket budget by the amount they donate suggesting that they have an overall opera budget. Note that budgeting cannot explain the negative effect of the Info treatment, 11 therefore, we repeat the above exercise looking at all treatments separately (see Table 7 ) and, indeed, the coefficients for the I treatment are not significant. The same holds for treatment A. The negative short-term effect on ticket purchasing is mainly driven by the more intense treatment B but it has no effect on the joint ticket and donations outcome. We conclude that, in the short term, a fundraising campaign might reduce sales outcomes through budgeting effect and that this is more likely for a more intense form of fundraising. Notes: Sample: new customers; Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; m.e.: average marginal effects after Logit; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1 first and second half; average ticket price in t-1 first and second half, internet customer dummy; Short-term: month directly following the mailing; medium-term: months 2-7 after the campaign; see Figure A2 in the Appendix for the exact timing. Notes: Sample: new customers; Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; m.e.: average marginal effects after Logit; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1 first and second half; average ticket price in t-1 first and second half, internet customer dummy; Short-term: month directly following the mailing; medium-term: months 2-7 after the campaign; see Figure A2 in the Appendix for the exact timing; Treatment A: standard letter; Treatment B: letter suggesting repetition of fundraising; Treatment Info: info about the project, no donation request.
Conclusions
We have been working with different opera houses on fundraising for over a dozen years. This has been a very happy relationship. It allowed us to study various academic questions on charitable giving and it generated substantial additional income for the opera houses. In almost all of our studies the projects we collected money for were in the realm of music education for disadvantaged children and young teenagers, that is, for projects outside the core business of the opera houses.
In all these studies we used information on ticket purchases as explanatory variables for giving behavior but never examined whether there is also a feedback channel from fundraising to ticket purchases until in 2015 we did. Documented in Adena and Huck (2019b) we found for an online fundraising campaign with the Bavarian State Opera that such a feedback channel is indeed present. Specifically, we found that customers switched away from online purchases towards other channels of ticket sales and, not documented in the paper, we also observed a reduction in total ticket expenditure by around 17 Euros.
Both, our project partners and we ourselves, were extremely worried by these findings. What if ask avoidance is so strong that our fundraising experiments had all the time a negative effect on ticket sales? Due to selecting customers into these experiments, we were not able to study the consequences of our campaigns with our previous data sets. So, in order to tackle this question we designed the experiments documented in the present paper-with a new opera house such that we would be able to examine possible feedback from fundraising on ticket sales starting with the very first exposure to fundraising.
Our results came as great relief to both, us and our project partners. Fundraising has a precisely estimated zero effect on ticket purchases in the medium and longer term. In contrast, we do observe an effect during the campaign when the letter is bold and announces future repetition. In the immediate aftermath of the campaign donors reduce their ticket budget by the amount the they donated. It appears that they have something like a pretty much fixed opera budget.
So, as we have seen with our previous online study (Adena and Huck 2019b) , companies that engage in fundraising for purposes other than their core business should exert substantial caution.
There are feedback loops such that fundraising may adversely affect core business. Our study shows that for the opera context these concerns can be neglected. Customers appear not to mind.
But at the same time there is also no positive effect through a CSR channel.
Appendix A: Notes: For t-tests comparisons of A, B, and C, see Appendix to Adena and Huck (2019) ; see Figure A2 for the exact timing of the variables; Treatment O: no letter; Treatment A: standard letter; Treatment B: letter suggesting repetition of fundraising; Treatment C: letter suggesting repetition of fundraising + opt out option. Notes: see Figure A2 for the exact timing of the variables; Treatment OO: no letter; Treatment OA: no letter in year 1, standard letter in year 2; Treatment OB: no letter in year 1, letter suggesting repetition of fundraising in year 2; Treatment C: no letter in year 1, letter suggesting repetition of fundraising + opt out option in year 2; Treatment OI: no letter in year 1, info about the project but no donation request in year 2. Notes: see Figure A2 for the exact timing of the variables; Treatment OO: no letter; Treatment OA: no letter in year 1, standard letter in year 2; Treatment OB: no letter in year 1, letter suggesting repetition of fundraising in year 2; Treatment C: no letter in year 1, letter suggesting repetition of fundraising + opt out option in year 2; Treatment OI: no letter in year 1, info about the project but no donation request in year 2. Notes: see Figure A2 for the exact timing of the variables; Treatment OO: no letter; Treatment OA: no letter in year 1, standard letter in year 2; Treatment OB: no letter in year 1, letter suggesting repetition of fundraising in year 2; Treatment C: no letter in year 1, letter suggesting repetition of fundraising + opt out option in year 2; Treatment OI: no letter in year 1, info about the project but no donation request in year 2; Treatment AA: standard letter in both years; Treatment BCA: letter suggesting repetition of fundraising with or without opt out option in year 1, standard letter in year 2; Treatment BCA: letter suggesting repetition of fundraising with or without opt out option in year 1, letter suggesting repetition of fundraising in year 2. Figure A1 : Group overlap between year 1 and 2 experiments Figure A2 : Timeline of the Experiment and information on tickets 28
Mail-out: Translation 2015
The additional words in B and C treatments are in square brackets, the additional footnote in C treatment is in curled brackets.
Dear Sir /Madam, The Semperoper Junge Szene attaches great importance to [permanently] opening up the fascinating world of music theatre and the associated opportunities to young people with age-group-specific projects. Especially with our educational theatre events, we feel committed to the topics of youth development, sustainability and societal responsibility and aim at offering important workshops and projects with a focus on inclusion and integration [over the long term].
Due to the lack of resources from our own budget for projects of this kind, the Semperoper Junge Szene relies [year by year] heavily on your donations.
Help us by donating [in the
year 2015]! In doing so, you will contribute decisively to the future development of musical education and enthusiasm for the opera and music among young people, irrespective of their social background. In addition, you will help many children from different social milieus and nations to strengthen their social skills of.
We are pleased to inform you that we have managed to attract a donor who wishes to remain anonymous for the project. He is supporting the Junge Szene to the tune of 15,000 Euro [this year].
As a thank you for taking part, all donors will be entered into a draw and the winner will get 2 tickets for the show "Lohengrin" with Anna Netrebko in May 2016 for 2 persons in the director's loge. Dear Sir / Madam, The Semperoper has for many years been committed, through projects of the Jungen Szene, to support children and young people from a socially disadvantaged context, to [permanently] enable them to experience and access the exciting world of opera.
As we are taking social responsibility very seriously, we want to go even further by giving children from these disadvantaged milieus together with their families [long-term] access to performances at the Semperoper.
Since we have no funds of our own available for such projects, the Semperoper is dependent on your donation [every year].
Please help with your donation [in 2016]! Your donation contributes to the reduction of social inequality. It allows children from disadvantaged backgrounds and their families access to cultural education. It helps to evoke musical curiosity and the enthusiasm for opera, music and dance.
We are pleased to inform you, that a donor, who wants to remain anonymous, could already be won. His contribution of EUR 10,000 already covers the administrative costs [in this year], so that every donation will directly benefit the children.
As a thank you, we raffle an opera visit for two people in my box as well as 5 DVDs among all donors (Carl Maria von Weber "Der Freischütz", Christian Thielemann, 2015) . Dear Sir / Madam, The Semperoper has for many years been committed, through projects of the Jungen Szene, to support children and young people from a socially disadvantaged context, to [permanently] enable them to experience and access the exciting world of opera.
As we are taking social responsibility very seriously, we want to go even further by giving children from these disadvantaged milieus together with their families access to performances at the Semperoper.
This project helps to evoke musical curiosity and enthusiasm for opera and music in these children and their families, and contributes in lessening social inequality.
Children and teenagers are invited to immerse themselves in the exiting world of musical theatre. Speaking from experience: They do so with great keenness. Many children and teenagers participate every season in the wide range of activities offered by the Semperoper program Junge Szene which deliberately caters to the needs of young people.
The team Junge Szene works closely with classes of all school types. The large response shows how important it is to encourage the imagination and creativity of young people, and support their curiosity for the world of the opera. The Flyer in the I and OI treatment contains only the text (until the pictures) and the three pictures.
Social responsibility and sustainability
Opera productions open up new mental spheres, making the unspeakable visible and audible, and invite the audience, every night, to experience a new cosmos with all their senses. Children have the ability to fully immerse themselves in these worlds and experience the story with the characters by partaking in their journeys on stage. Gradually they learn the language of theater, the language of pictures and movement. Those who had the opportunity to get to know these worlds as a child, will for the rest of their life benefit from the curiosity, creativity and critical abilities generated through these experiences. Unfortunately, even today, the access to musical theater still depends on the social environment of the children. Those not lucky enough to visit the opera with their school, will be denied the fascinating world of musical theater. Notwithstanding a collective visit of an opera performance with the family could be a highlight in family life and encourage parents and children to exchange their experiences. Opera should be a good for all, independent of social origin and household income, it should be a possible option when spending recreational time with the family. For this reason, we particularly want to enable children and their families from disadvantaged social backgrounds to take part in the performances of the Semperoper. Including the children's families is an important aspect in overcoming inhibitions, relieving social injustice and establishing a lasting enthusiasm for the musical theater in the family.
Please help to facilitate the visit of an opera or ballet performance in the Semperoper for children and their families!
You can win an opera visit in the box of the artistic director for 2 people or one of 5 DVDs of the in 2015 in the Semperoper recorded production »Der Freischütz« (Artistic director: Christian Thielemann). 
Your donation
Donation receipt
We are happy to send you a receipt for every donation larger than € 200,-(For donations smaller than this amount the transfer receipt is usually sufficient.) In case you need the receipt to be send to a different address than in the letterhead please contact Development-Office at Tel. XXXX 37 Appendix C: subscription holders Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; m.e.: average marginal effects after Logit; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1; average ticket price in t-1, distance in km; dummies for: female, couple, titled, professor, Dresden, big city, Germany, internet customer; and subscription holder in t-1; medium-term: 2-8 months after fundraising; long-term: 10-12 months after fundraising including earlier advance sales, see Figure A2 in Appendix A for details of the timing Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; m.e.: average marginal effects after Logit; Controls include: client number; number of tickets in t-1; average ticket price in t-1, distance in km; dummies for: female, couple, titled, professor, Dresden, big city, Germany, internet customer; and subscription holder in t-1; medium-term: 2-8 months after fundraising; long-term: 10-12 months after fundraising including earlier advance sales, see Figure A2 in Appendix A for details of the timing Notes: For t-tests comparisons of A, B, and C, see Appendix to Adena and Huck (2019) ; see Figure A2 for the exact timing of the variables
